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Office of the Chancellor
University of Minnesota Morris
Morris, Minnesota 56267
April 26, 2022
Campus Assembly Minutes
I.

Chancellor's Remarks.
You’ll have to bear with me for a few minutes today, because I’m going to start with the bleak, but in
service of something hopeful and with good evidence, because, like so many of you, I think good
research is fundamentally important.
The April 17 StarTribune ran a front-page article that you may have seen that focused on higher
education enrollment, with the headline of “A ‘Code Red’ for Enrollment: with shrinking student bodies,
colleges in Minnesota, U.S. are at a crossroads.” While the article focused primarily on Minnesota State
campuses, and the writer was interested in making the story exciting and dramatic, the story also
highlighted some data that many of us on campus have been paying close attention to for several
years. I want to call attention to some of those points in relation to the work we’ve been doing this year
and need your help in continuing. So, how has the landscape of higher education changed recently,
aside from (although also inevitably in relation to) pandemic pivots?
(https://www.startribune.com/code-red-moment-fewer-people-going-to-college-in-minnesota-could-resh
ape-higher-education-workforce/600164268/ ):
1. “The share of Minnesota high school graduates who enroll in college has been decreasing, state
data show, from 70% in 2014 to 66% in 2019. That drop accelerated amid the pandemic, with just
62% of Minnesota’s 2020 graduates enrolling in college”
2. A 2021 Gallup poll “found nearly half of US parents would prefer their children pursue non-college
paths such as apprenticeships, trade school, joining the military or starting a business, instead of
enrolling in a four-year university. That followed a 2019 poll finding that only 51% of Americans
thought a college education was ‘very important,’ down from 70% in 2013.”
3. “About half of Minneapolis Public Schools’ 2020 graduates enrolled in college, down from nearly
two-thirds of 2017 graduates. The percentage of Minneapolis graduates of color who got to
college has decreased at an even higher rate.”
4. So far, at least, the “percentage of Minnesota seniors who have filled out the . . . FAFSA, a key
predictor of college enrollment, is up [just] 1% compared to last year.”
5. Nathan Grawe, a Carleton College economics professor whose book on Demographics and the
Demand for Higher Education has received a lot of attention, pushes the case for change, arguing
that “’If [colleges] continue to with status-quo policies, we may be facing some really
uncomfortable choices.’” Robbyn Wacker, the president of St. Cloud State, calls this “’a code red
moment,’” and asserts that “To survive in the current landscape of higher education, you have to
create a new model.”
I don’t think we need a whole new model. The University of Minnesota Morris is and I expect it to
remain a residential, public liberal arts college. We have, though, been talking a lot this year about ways
we can respond to demographic data such as this and what we can do better. I believe that this campus
has a strong future, one that rests on each of us doing our job well—and last week’s Undergraduate

Research Symposium gave some excellent evidence of exactly that happening. It was a faculty, staff,
and student event that showcased some of our greatest strengths, for each other, for students’ families
and friends, and for donors. My sincere thanks to all who worked in various ways on the URS, and
especially to Stephanie Ferrian, Charise DeBerry, Irene Maloney, Heather Waye, and Barbara Burke,
as well as other faculty, staff, and students, advisors and audiences—thank you to all who showed up
and all who made this signature event such a success.
Events like the URS help us see how powerful the work we’re doing can be, and at the same time, we
clearly do need to try some new things to help us toward more robust enrollment and a more
sustainable future. One of those new things is a process we began in earnest in the fall of 2018 on a
general education program that largely dates to the 1980s—more on that in a bit. As you know, we’re
also working at last on revising our website, with our partners at Northern. Have you seen the Campus
Governance page lately (https://governance.morris.umn.edu/)? We’re still aiming for a late fall launch.
The work with our partners at 3E has focused on figuring out how to differentiate UMN Morris from the
other college options our prospective students are considering. What you and I think might resonate
with them isn’t necessarily what actually does, and that’s why we’re utilizing 3E in this process. Their
expertise and income lie in enrollment marketing. To go back to where I started, this is a moment for
bold statements—the “code red” moment that, if we figure it out, will truly help us not just survive but
thrive in offering undergraduate liberal arts education. One idea that we—and by “we” I mean a group of
faculty and staff along with 3E staff—have been batting around this spring and that 3E thinks would
work well for us is a three-year path to degree. The idea is better and more education-friendly than it
might at first seem.
Many of us know students who took PSEO or College in the Schools classes because they wanted
more of a challenge. That’s true for more and more high school students. These students often start
their first-year of post-high-school college with 30 or more college credits. Why shouldn’t they be able to
finish their degree in three more years if that’s what they really want to do, or have to do? If we can
make that work for high achieving students, what about for those who for whatever reasons start here
without those credits? For years, our summer session has aimed at covering as many general
education categories as possible, and three summers of just one class per summer session term (2
credits in May, 4 in Summer Session I, 4 in Summer Session II) totals 30 credits. Three year-round
years would be intense and definitely not for everyone, but it would, 3E thinks, be an attractive
OPTION, something students could do but certainly would not have to do. Indeed, our norm would very
likely continue to be four years—we have now lots of students who could graduate after three years
and choose to stay for four. The idea is to offer three years as one possible path for those who really
want it, and a path that would also help make our campus more attractive to transfer students at the
same time.
With thanks to Jill Beauregard, I want to touch on some of the financial implications of this idea. We’d
have to figure out ways to direct institutional aid to summer enrollment, but there are some good
possibilities for doing so: academic scholarships, donor-funded scholarships, completion grants,
university grants, UPromise scholarships. Summer session students are already considered for federal
and state aid for summer, depending on their enrollment. Student loan debt is, as I am sure you’re
aware, increasingly important to students and their supporters. While UMN Morris currently has
relatively low average student loan debt in the U of MN system, having a population of students who
could graduate in three years could reduce our loan debt numbers and make us an even more
attractive choice for students.

The core group working with 3E has made many excellent points to consider, and for many of our
majors, a three-year path to completion is already possible. For others, though, there are challenges
with staffing and course sequencing as majors now stand—but I think that most and maybe all of those
would not be hugely difficult to surmount. We wouldn’t necessarily have to offer every subplan in a
three-year model, and certainly students who wanted to pursue the three-year route would have to
make some hard choices—or stay another year. Stay and have an even richer liberal arts experience,
with more time to study abroad, do substantial internships, pick up other majors or minors, play another
year of sports or perform another year with choir. That would still be our norm. Liberal arts in three if
that’s where you want to be, and if not, that’s fine with us.
I could say much more about what we’d need to do to get this up and running, but, again, it does seem
largely within reach. You can, moreover, start now, and changes could help our transfer students and
our current students. What adjustments might be made for the next catalog that would help us toward
this? What summer student supports would we need to develop further? Now is the time to do
something that makes us stand out, and the three-year option could be that something. I think, and
more importantly 3E thinks, it would be attractive to students and families. It would also distinguish us
from private liberal arts colleges while still allowing us to offer an excellent liberal arts college education,
and one that even opens more room for the kinds of experiences that make such an education so good.
Students, the athletics staff, the division chairs—I’ve talked about this with them (not all students, of
course), and I genuinely think we can do this, and in doing it, we can do more than just survive in the
current landscape of higher education.
All of this looking forward I find genuinely exciting, and I want to close my remarks today with a
remembrance of someone who died last week and who was a model for forward thinking. Mimi Frenier
was a professor of history and a driving force in the founding of what is now our Gender, Women, and
Sexuality Studies program; it was, in 1999, founded as Women’s Studies (and it was not a unanimous
vote in Curriculum Committee). Mimi joined the Morris faculty in 1973 and retired in 2004; she was the
Commission on Women’s first chair and the recipient of the University College Distinguished Teaching
Award and the Horace T. Morse Award. She was fierce in advocating for what she knew would make a
difference, and her work continues to matter. As does yours.
Thank you.

II.

For Action. From the Steering Committee. Approval of March 29, 2022 Campus Assembly Minutes
Minutes are sent forth from the Steering Committee. Motion passed.

III.

For Action. From the Membership Committee. Proposed 2022-2023 Constitutional Committee Slate
Membership committee presented slate of those positions that fall under Membership. MCSA and USA
determine their own membership. Zoom poll to approve slate. Motion passed.

IV.

For Action. From the Steering Committee. AY 22-23 Community Hour Schedule
The Community Hour schedule has been discussed at length. Many of the committees will have fewer
meetings, except the Curriculum Committee. Committees are welcome to meet outside of the
Community Hour. Community Hour will be used for more campus/community events, which is in
response to concerns that Community Hour has become “Committee” Hour. Ng asked if the
Undergraduate Research committee would be able to discuss the date of URS. Brands responded that
the date could be changed. Thursdays have been reserved following Campus Assembly if extended

conversations are needed, especially when catalog changes and other topics require more
conversation. Machkasova asked for the changes to be evaluated. Jon Anderson responded that a
careful review of the use of community hour, past, present, and future will be done. Zoom poll to
approve schedule as presented. Motion passed.
V.

For Discussion. From The Curriculum Committee. General Education Proposal
Ng shared a document by email prior to the meeting. Feedback from campus conversations has been
incorporated into the current proposal. Julie Eckerle asked about 4-credit IC courses and art
performance credits. Art performance is currently at 1 credit. It means at least one credit. Curriculum
Committee determined to create consistency by eliminating 4-credit IC courses. Eckerle supports
consistency, but will not adjust her course to fit in 2 credits. Julia Scovil asked about WLA and Writing
Enriched courses. Ng responded that neither have changed drastically from the current catalog. Both
WLA and Writing Enriched classes are required as part of general education. Jessica Larson presented
an amendment to section E (artistic performance) from arts faculty. Instead of ArtP, they suggest
Creative Processes (CP) that ties better to CSLO and offers more diverse interpretations. Performance
tends to give non-majors anxiety. KK Lamberty is concerned about removing the word “performance”.
Larson responded that the arts is mostly about the process and not the performance. Ng will bring the
suggested language to the Curriculum Committee.
Becca Gercken asked about capstone experience being added. It is the only item that falls under major
coursework and questions the rationale for adding it to General Education. Ng responded that general
education requirements and major requirements are not mutually exclusive. The Morris Core
Curriculum now includes first year experience and culminates in a capstone experience, which is part of
the major and not a separate or additional capstone (as was considered in the past). It is mentioned
here, but it isn’t a new or changed requirement from what exists. Ericksen added that including it in the
Morris Core Curriculum helps explain it to incoming students and elevates it. Jennifer Goodnough also
commented that the wording is not clear for majors that have multiple 4000-level offerings. The MN
Transfer Curriculum satisfies items I, II and III. Deslauriers asked about writing enriched courses
including 3000 and 4000-level courses. Ng responded that the writing board is still considering adding
courses at that level; it currently only has campus assembly approval of 1000 and 2000-level courses.
Ben Narvaez asked about the description of equity and diversity being defined too narrowly (unequal
power relationship). Ng asked him to email her suggested language. Honors capstones have not been
addressed yet. Athena Kildegaard commented on the big picture description and would like to see
creative problem solving elevated. Miriam Gieske commented about double dipping and expressed that
she likes to see that. She asked why it doesn’t extend to the Skills for the Liberal Arts requirements.
The Curriculum Committee addressed sections I, II, and III as they are already multidisciplinary. Ng
welcomed more feedback by email.

VI.

Campus Committee Reports.
None

VII.

All University Reports. From the President's Task Force on Faculty Misconduct.
Faculty, staff and students are needed to volunteer for the Sexual Misconduct Hearing committee at the
system level.

Jenn Goodnough, Jon Anderson, and Jess Larson are on the President’s Systemwide Faculty
Misconduct Task Force. Goodnough indicated the task force is not charged with looking at specific
cases of misconduct. She asked for feedback on the report shared on the canvas site which can be
given now or via email after the meeting. She gave a short review of the document that is currently at
the big picture level. They are looking at resources and toolkits to prevent misconduct and ways to
address lower level things not yet covered in the policy such as bullying or microaggressions. Ng asked
that examples of misconduct be added that don’t fall under other governing documents. Goodnough
responded that they would not be the policy writers of any code of conduct or changes to existing
documents, but would instead suggest parameters and boundaries.

VIII.

Announcements.
Faculty/Staff Recognition Event is tonight.

IX.

Adjournment.
Meeting adjourned.

2022-23 Assembly Committee Membership
Constitutional Committees
Steering Committee
Elected: 3 Faculty, 1 P&A, 2 Students, 1 USA, Parliamentarian
Not Elected: Chancellor
Voting Members: 3 Faculty, 1 P&A, 2 Students, 1 USA, Chancellor
Non-Voting Member: Parliamentarian
Members serve two-year terms

JON ANDERSON, CHAIR (1st term 2021-23) Faculty
Peter Dolan, Vice Chair (1st term 2022-24) Faculty
Janet Ericksen, Acting Chancellor
Rebecca Dean (1st term 2021-23) Faculty (sabbatical fall 2022, leave spring 2023)
David Israels-Swenson (1st term 2021-23) P&A
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-24) USA
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-23) Student
To Be Determined (1st term 2023-23) Student
Tim Lindberg, Parliamentarian (4th term 2021-23)

Consultative Committee
Elected: 3 Faculty, 3 P&A, 3 USA, 3 Students
Voting Members: 3 Faculty, 3 P&A, 3 USA, 3 Students
Members serve two-year terms, three consecutive terms max

Nade Sotirova (2nd term 2022-24) Faculty
Clement Loo (2nd term 2021-23) P&A
Bibhudutta Panda (1st term 2021-23) Faculty
Kristin Lamberty (1st term 2022-24) Faculty
Adrienne Conley (1st term 2022-24) P&A
Emily Johnson (1st term 2021-23) P&A
Sheila Warner (1st term 2021-23) USA
Angie Senger (1st term 2021-23) USA
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-24) USA
Noelle Muzzy (1st term 2022-23) Student
Robert Jayne (1st term 2022-23) Student
Madison Ferguson (2nd term 2022-23) Student
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Membership Committee
Elected: 4 Faculty (divisional), 1 P&A, 2 USA, 2 Students
Voting Members: 4 Faculty, 1 P&A, 2 USA, 2 Students
Members serve two-year staggered terms, except students (one-year term)

Barry McQuarrie (3rd term 2021-23) Science & Math Faculty
Kevin Whalen (3rd term 2021-23) Social Science Faculty
Paul Grove (3rd term 2022-24) Education Faculty
Lisa Bevavino (1st term 2022-24) Humanities Faculty (sabbatical spring 2023)
Naomi Skulan (1st term 2021-23) P&A
Adele Lawler (3rd term 2021-23) USA
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-24) USA
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-23) Student
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-23) Student
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Core Standing Committees
Employee members serve three-year terms, two consecutive terms maximum.
Student members serve one-year terms, three consecutive terms maximum.

Curriculum Committee
Voting Members: 4 Faculty, 4 Division Chairs, 1 P&A, 4 Students, 1 USA
Non-Voting Members: VCAA/Dean, Office of the Registrar Director

PEH NG, CHAIR, Acting VCAA/Dean
Kiel Harell (1st term 2021-24) Faculty
Ben Narvaez (2nd term 2021-24) Faculty (leave fall 2022)
Brad Deane (1st term 2022-25) Faculty
Merc Chasman (1st term 2022-25) Faculty
Simon Franco (2nd term 2021-24) P&A
Stephanie Ferrian (2nd term 2020-23) USA
Denisse Carreon (1st term 2022-23) Student
Maya Shebala (1st term 2022-23) Student
Dylan Young (1st term 2022-23) Student
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-23) Student
Michelle Page, Education Division Chair
Stacey Aronson, Humanities Division Chair
Rachel Johnson, Science & Math Division Interim Chair
Jennifer Deane, Social Science Division Chair
Marcus Muller, Office of the Registrar Director

Equity and Diversity Committee
Voting Members: 4 Faculty, 3 Students, 1 P&A, 1 USA
Non-Voting Member: Director of Equity, Diversity, and Intercultural Programs or designee

SARA LAM, CHAIR (1st term 2022-2025) Faculty
Jennifer Rothchild, (2nd term 2020-23) Faculty
Priyanka Basu (2nd term 2021-24) Faculty
Stephen Deslauries (1st term 2022-25) Faculty
Scott Turnbull (2nd term 2021-24) P&A
Makiko Legate (1st term 2021-24) USA
Jay Allard (1st term 2022-23) Student
Ana Carbajal (1st term 2022-23) Student
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-23) Student
Liz Thomson, Director, Office of Equity, Diversity, and Intercultural Programs
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Faculty and P&A Affairs Committee
Voting Members: 1 Ed Fac, 1 Hum Fac, 1 Sci/Math Fac, 1 SocSci Fac, 1 non-tenure track Faculty,
2 P&A, UMM Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) Representative

EMILY BRUCE, CHAIR (2nd term 2022-2025) Social Science Faculty
Elena Machkasova (1st term 2020-23) Science & Math Faculty
Carrie Jepma (1st term 2021-24) Education Faculty
Dan Demetriou (1st term 2021-23) Humanities Faculty
Athena Kildegaard (1st term 2022-25) Non-tenure track Faculty
Peter Bremer (1st term 2022-25) P&A
Ray Bowman (1st term 2020-23) P&A
Michelle Page, SCFA Representative

Finance Committee
Voting Members: 4 Faculty, 1 P&A, 2 USA, 2 Students,
UMM Senate Committee on Finance and Planning (SCFP) Representative
Non-Voting Members: Vice Chancellor of Finance and Facilities, 1 Division Chair

DAVID ROBERTS, CHAIR (1st term 2021-24) Faculty
Roger Rose (2nd term 2020-23) Faculty
Lucas Granholm (1st term 2022-25) Faculty
Stephen Gross (1st term 2022-25) Faculty
Matt Senger (1st term 2021-24) P&A
Mary Zosel (1st term 2020-23) USA
Marie Hagen (1st term 2021-24) USA
Kendra DeRosa (2nd term 2022-23) Student
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-23) Student
To Be Determined, SCFP Representative
Bryan Herrmann, Vice Chancellor of Finance and Facilities
Jennifer Deane, Social Science Division Chair (Michelle Page/Education alternate)
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Planning Committee
Voting Members: 4 Faculty, 1 P&A, 2 USA, 3 Students
Non-Voting Members: Vice Chancellor of Finance and Facilities,
1 Division Chair, Director of Information Technology

MARK COLLIER, CHAIR (1st term 2020-23) Faculty
James Wojtaszek (2nd term 2020-23) Faculty (sabbatical spring 2023)
Steven Morgan (1st term 2021-24) Faculty
Elliot James (1st term 2022-25) Faculty
Keni Zenner (1st term 2020-23) P&A
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-25) USA
Emma Kloos (1st term 2021-24) USA
Daleney Teske (1st term 2022-23) Student
Sam Lindholm (1st term 2022-23) Student
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-23) Student
Bryan Herrmann, Vice Chancellor of Finance and Facilities
Stacey Aronson, Division Chair
Bill Zimmerman, Director of Information Technology

Scholastic Committee
Voting Members: 6 Faculty (incl. UMM Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) Representative),
4 Students, 2 P&A (one from Athletics), 1 USA
Non-Voting Members: VCAA/Dean or designee, Office of the Registrar Director

JULIE ECKERLE, CHAIR (1st term 2021-24) Faculty
Dennis Stewart (2nd term 2021-24) Faculty (sabbatical fall 2022)
Mark Logan (1st term 2022-25) Faculty
Jason Ramey (2nd term 2022-25) Faculty
Alyssa Pirinelli (2nd term 2020-23) Faculty
Josh Kuusisto (1st term 2021-24) P&A
Nick Skulan (1st term 2022-25) P&A
Beth Zaske (1st term 2021-24) USA
Evelin Canil Aguilar (1st term 2022-23) Student
Shelby Maloney (1st term 2022-23) Student
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-23) Student
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-23) Student
Jess Larson, SCEP Representative, Faculty
Jessica Porwoll, VCAA/Dean or designee
Marcus Muller, Office of the Registrar Director
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Student Affairs Committee
Voting Members: 3 Faculty, 4 Students, 1 P&A, 1 USA
Non-Voting Members: Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs or designee,
Director of Student Activities

VIKTOR BERBERI, CHAIR (2nd term 2022-25) Faculty
Y. Andrew Hao (1st term 2021-24) Faculty
Siobhan Bremer (1st term 2022-25) Faculty
Matt Hoekstra (1st term 2021-24) P&A
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-25) USA
Vanessa Mora (1st term 2022-23) Student
Hal Johnson (1st term 2022-23) Student
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-23) Student
To Be Determined (1st term 2022-23) Student
Sandy Olson-Loy, Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs
Simón Franco, Assistant Director of Student Activities
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Dear UMN Morris Campus Assembly colleagues and students,
This is the accompanying document for our discussion on General Education revision at the April 26, 2022 Campus
Assembly. (I think this is agenda item IV or V on the docket.)
Below are several pages of organizational material that will guide my presentation. Please read through them before
Campus Assembly because I would like to maximize the time given to me by Steering Committee to Q&A.
Thank you very much.
Peh Ng, as Chair of Curriculum Committee and Acting VCAA & Dean

Morris Core Curriculum – The Big Picture
Simple and common message: With a wide range of areas of study,
the Morris Core Curriculum prepares students for real life challenges.
Students will graduate from UMN Morris as career-ready scholars with
the experience and the skill set to better communicate, use critical
thinking, and become creative problem solvers and community
contributors.

I. First Year Experience - An Introduction to
the Liberal Arts
II. Skills for the Liberal Arts - Useful Skills for
any Major or Career
III. Morris Mission Themes and Liberal Arts
Perspectives
IV. Capstone Experience

Morris Core Curriculum – The Semi-Big Picture
Simple and common message: With a wide range of areas of study, the Morris Core Curriculum prepares
students for real life challenges. Students will graduate from UMN Morris as career-ready scholars with the
experience and the skill set to better communicate, use critical thinking, and become creative problem solvers and
community contributors.

I.

First Year Experience - An Introduction to the Liberal Arts
A. Intellectual Community
B. College Pathways Morris 1101^

II.

Skills for the Liberal Arts - Useful Skills for any Major or Career
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

III.

Writing for the Liberal Arts
Writing Enriched
World Languages
Quantitative/Mathematical/Symbolic Reasoning
Artistic Performance

Morris Mission Themes and Liberal Arts Perspectives
A.The Morris Mission Themes:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Human Diversity and Equity
Global Perspectives
Ethical and Civic Responsibility
Sustainability & the Environment

B.The Liberal Arts Perspectives:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

IV.

Humanities
Fine Arts
Social and Behavioral Sciences
Historical Perspective
Physical and Natural Sciences

Capstone Experience – Completed within the Major Requirements

^Curr Comm is in the process of reviewing data from the current IS 1101

Dear all,
Now that you have read through the Big Picture and the Semi Big Picture, and before you read the
next page with the detailed proposal, we would like to highlight several points:
a. the curr comm incorporated most of all the feedback received from the two campus wide
discussions in Fall 2021 and Spring 2022 about Gen Ed revision, as well as emails and memos from
faculty, students, and staff.
b. the Morris Core curriculum contains a simple and shared message that all of us may use whenever
any of us is asked about our gen ed or Morris Core.
c. the Morris Core curr encourages us to increase the number of interdisciplinary or multidisciplinary
courses we currently have, and this is aligned with one of the MNPact 2025 goals.
d. the Morris Core curriculum incorporated most of the ideas from the Gen Ed Revision Discussions
from the 2018-2021 academic years, including the Liberal Arts Approaches and the SPT (skills,
perspectives, themes).
e. the Morris Core curriculum is MN Transfer friendly and is aligned with the UMN Morris Strategic
Vision and Plan.
---------------------------------------------

Please continue to the next page – thanks.

Morris Core Curriculum – Into the Weeds Picture
Simple and common message: With a wide range of areas of study, the Morris Core Curriculum prepares
students for real life challenges. Students will graduate from UMN Morris as career-ready scholars with the
experience and the skill set to better communicate, use critical thinking, and become creative problem solvers and
community contributors.
I.

First Year Experience - An Introduction to the Liberal Arts (2 classes, 3 credits)
A. Intellectual Community (IC) - To foster development of a liberal arts intellectual community through
the introduction of intellectual and practical skills and through active student-faculty engagement in
course material. 2 credits
B. College Pathways Morris 1101^ (CP) - 1 credit

II.

Skills for the Liberal Arts - Useful Skills for any Major or Career (5 classes, 17-21 credits)
A. Writing for the Liberal Arts (WLA) - To learn the general conventions of academic writing, including
analysis and argumentation; lay the foundation for learning conventions specific to individual
disciplines; practice the writing process, especially revision; develop information literacy and
understand the research process. 4 credits
B. Writing Enriched (WE) - To develop and improve writing skills through explicit instruction,
feedback, and the revision and resubmission of assignments. 2-4 credits
C. World Languages (WL) - To develop proficiency in a single language other than English at the level
equivalent to the first full year of college language study. 8 credits or equivalent proficiency or
exemption
D. Quantitative/Mathematical/Symbolic Reasoning (M/SR) – To increase students’ capacity for and
competence with formal systems, quantitative reasoning, and symbolic and logical modes of thinking.
2-4 credits
E. Artistic Performance (ArtP) - To introduce an understanding of the creative process through individual
performance, and demonstrate skill in such activities as composition, theater, dance, studio art, and
music. 1 credit

III.

Morris Mission Themes and Liberal Arts Perspectives - (23-40 credits)
A. Students must fulfill the Morris Mission Themes by completing the requirements in:
1. Human Diversity and Equity (HDE) - To develop students’ awareness of the individual and institutional
dynamics of unequal power relations in societies.
2. Global Perspectives (GP) - To increase students' understanding of the growing interdependence of
nations and peoples and develop their ability to apply a comparative perspective to cross-cultural
social, economic and political experiences.
3. Ethical and Civic Responsibility (ECR) - To develop students' capacity to identify, discuss, and reflect
upon the ethical dimensions of political, social, scientific, professional, and personal values and to
understand the ways in which they can be responsible and productive community members.
4. Sustainability & the Environment (SE) - To improve students' understanding of today's complex
sustainability and environmental challenges. Students will explore issues related to sustainability or the
environment through the humanities, sciences, and/or social sciences.
B. Students must fulfill the Liberal Arts Perspectives by completing the requirements in:
1. Humanities (HUM)- To expand students’ capacity to understand, analyze, discuss, and evaluate
discourse concerning the complexity of the human condition. One course
2. Fine Arts (FA) - To develop students’ ability to understand, analyze, and appreciate the arts. One
course.
3. Social and Behavioral Sciences (SS) - To increase students’ understanding of humans as individuals,
and the social systems and institutions in which they live. One course.

4. Historical Perspectives (HIST) - To increase students’ understanding of the past and the complexity
of economic, cultural, religious, political, and scientific affairs. One course
5. Physical and Natural Biological Sciences (SCI and SCIL) - To increase students’ understanding of
the structure and dynamics of the physical and natural worlds. Two courses, at least one SciL
Capstone Experience – Completed within the Major Requirements through senior seminars or senior
theses, or senior projects, or completion of a 4xxx course.
- To enable the students to integrate the skills and concepts learned throughout their Morris years

V.

^Curr Comm is in the process of reviewing data from the current IS 1101

Notes:




Each course with at least 4 credits in Morris Mission Themes or Liberal Arts Perspectives may have two Morris Mission
designators, OR one Morris Mission designator and one Liberal Arts Perspectives designator.
Any doubly tagged course will be counted as satisfying both requirements.
Allow 3xxx and 4xxx courses to have Morris Mission Themes or Liberal Arts Perspectives designators.

Provisions: will be edited from current catalog
Provision i: UMN Morris courses designated as appropriate for meeting Morris Core requirements are those which, if passed
successfully, demonstrate a student’s competency in a given skill or an area.
Students are required to complete a minimum of 60 credits of Morris Core coursework outside the discipline of the major and must
meet the specific requirements listed above. The requirements may be met not only through UMN Morris courses, but also by
transfer of credit, examinations for proficiency or credit, assessment of prior learning, individual projects, and other means. For
details, students should consult their advisers.
In some instances the specific general education requirements may be met using fewer than 60 credits. If this occurs, then
introductory or advanced elective courses from any discipline outside the major—with the exception of courses in elementary or
secondary education, wellness and sport science, or accounting courses in management—may be used to fulfill the remaining
credits of the 60-credit general education requirement.

Provision ii: Goals will be used to match courses to Morris Core requirements
Provision iii: Only courses of two or more credits will satisfy Morris Mission Themes or Liberal Arts Perspectives requirement.
Provision iv: A course with at least 4 credits in Morris Mission Themes or Liberal Arts Perspectives may have two Morris
Mission designators, OR one Morris Mission designator and one Liberal Arts Perspectives designator. Any course with two
designators will be counted as satisfying both requirements under the designators.

Provision v: Each major can provide students with a statement about how a student majoring in that area will formally acquire
computing and writing skills. Students should contact their faculty advisers for current information.
*Transfer students who have completed 12 credit hours or more of courses at a college or university after receiving their high
school diplomas are exempt from the IC requirement.
** If transfer students qualify for the IC exemption with 12 or more post high school matriculation credit hours that include at least
four credits of writing instruction and fulfill the writing requirement at their previous institutions, they are exempt from the WLA
requirement.
***International students should contact the Scholastic Committee for an exemption.

---------

***************************************************
President Joan Gabel convened an advisory task force to develop suggestions to address
faculty misconduct which is now at point to seek an initial round of consultation. I’m reaching
out to you now as Chair of the Consultative Committee to ask if you might consider bringing
these documents and issues to the committee. I will share rough drafts with background and
recommendations.
By way of background: Professor Jennifer Goodnough is chairing the advisory task force which
President Gabel has convened. We have been asked to use multiple tools to address faculty
misconduct. It is critically important to advance and sustain a campus culture and climate where
all community members feel safe, respected, and supported to be their best selves and do their
best work. U of M faculty are extremely professional and dedicated to ensuring that students
have a productive and successful experience. However, a small percentage of faculty may
behave unprofessionally and their misconduct can be difficult to fully address under our current
system.
This advisory task force has been asked to provide creative, innovative recommendations for
responding to faculty misconduct and/or building a positive work environment. There is an
expectation that this work be built on faculty engagement, governance, administration, and
current best practices. It is also noted that the eventual recommendations should focus on
promoting accountability, preventing additional misconduct, and addressing the harm caused to
both individuals and the University community. The task force is not focusing on current formal
policies and procedures, except to identify/address any gaps. We are in consultation with, but
not duplicating the efforts of, the Provost’s Task Force on Faculty Behavior in Graduate
Education.
To move forward in making recommendations, we are interested in having committee members
provide feedback on the draft suggestions which are now available. Our intent is that these
suggestions are truly draft meaning that your feedback and suggestions is true consultation -we’ve been calling this the “pencil” draft before the “pen” or even “stone” version. Your feedback
would be shared with the task force. Feedback before our April 18th meeting is most helpful,
but any feedback is appreciated when it can be provided.
Thank you for your consideration in disseminating these materials. I look forward to hearing
from you.
Sincerely,
Jess Larson
Jon Anderson
Members of the Task Force on Faculty Misconduct

Charge and Scope: Our advisory task force has been asked to use multiple tools to
address faculty misconduct. It is critically important to advance and sustain a campus culture
and climate where all community members feel safe, respected, and supported to be their best
selves and do their best work. U of M faculty are extremely professional and dedicated to
ensuring that students have a productive and successful experience. However, a small
percentage of faculty may behave unprofessionally and their misconduct can be difficult to fully
address under our current system.
This advisory task force has been asked to provide creative, innovative suggestions for
responding to faculty misconduct and/or building a positive work environment. There is an
expectation that this work be built on faculty engagement, governance, administration, and
current best practices. It is also noted that the suggestions should focus on addressing the harm
caused to both individuals and the University community, promoting accountability, and
preventing additional misconduct. We are in consultation with, but not duplicating the efforts of,
the Provost’s Task Force on Faculty Behavior in Graduate Education.
The task force did not focus on current policies and procedures or misconduct that is well
covered by those existing policies and procedures (for example we did not spend significant
time considering research misconduct such as plagiarism or misuse of grant funds). We were
tasked with creative/innovative (out of the box) thinking about faculty misconduct which doesn’t
necessarily fall neatly under those policies and procedures or falls into a ‘gap’ in our current
policies and procedures (for example we spent time talking about something like repeated
microaggressions being difficult to document and address).
Our advisory work to the President is pending consultation with her at this stage. While we will
make recommendations to her, it is not our work to implement them.

Questions for Consultation:

While the experiences that people have had with

individual situations or faculty members no doubt inform this conversation, the goal is not to
have a discussion solely about specific examples.
1. What types of faculty misconduct do you see as not adequately covered by current
policies and procedures? What additional gaps do you see in the current policies and
procedures?
2. Are clearer expectations for behavior needed and what could that look like?
3. What type of support/resources do you wish the University had for faculty to promote
productive and professional interactions and remove barriers to a more positive
workplace?

4. Comment on the communication and trust you think exists (or is lacking) in our current
policies/procedures/offices.
5. What tools would be useful (either for your supervisor or for you as an academic
leader) as you seek to prevent and address faculty misconduct?
A few links for additional background:
BOR Code of Conduct
Addressing and Investigating Reports of Misconduct UReport
Addressing and Investigating Reports of Misconduct Non-UReport
EOAA Misconduct Page
EOAA’s recommendations for responsive action
FlowChart
On Collegiality as a Criterion for Faculty Evaluation
Draft document followed by Charge and Scope of task force
Initial draft of potential suggestions - kept intentionally succinct to generate feedback
and questions. (Not prioritized)
1. Provide academic departments with more resources for promoting healthy
departmental culture and climate
a. Offer a certificate series of PD aimed at departmental development
b. Model off PIPSM Climate Survey work
c. Resources might be time not just money
d. Departments set up to encourage individuals to pursue individual PD
2. Clarify expectations for faculty behavior and implement procedures for enforcing these
expectations.
a. Establish a designated centralized office able to respond consistently to
concerns with clear inclusion of the five campuses
b. Create consistent procedures and resources for responding to concerns
(especially investigation resources).

c. Effectively communicate about these expectations and reporting resources to
the University community.
d. Implement an enforceable code of conduct after broad consultation with
campus governance (the actual development of such a code of conduct is beyond the
scope and expertise of this taskforce)

e. If an enforceable code of conduct is in place, can the following fairly include
consideration of faculty misconduct:
i. Promotion and tenure decisions
ii. Post tenure review
iii. Merit based pay raises
iv. Awards and Honors
v. Emeritus status
3. Hold department leaders’ accountable for taking responsive action when they learn
about potential faculty misbehavior. Provide them with education, support, and
resources to do so.
a. Communicate and assess expectations of department leaders
b. Resources for department leaders should include best practices for
i. supporting those harmed
ii. sanctioning
iii. reintegrating employees into the unit after they have been sanctioned
iv. effectively addressing lower-level concerns that don’t warrant formal
discipline.
c. Update process in ways to build trust in process>person
i. Identify a recusal process
ii. Multiple people in review of case
iii. Multiple people in review of sanctions
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EOAA’s recommendations for responsive action when an employee has violated the
University’s policies against sexual misconduct or discrimination
The University’s Office of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action (EOAA) is charged with
responding to reports of sexual misconduct and discrimination. Where appropriate, EOAA
responds to these reports through formal investigation to determine whether there has been a
violation of University policy.
In cases where there has been a finding that sexual misconduct or discrimination has occurred,
EOAA makes recommendations for responsive action to the University authority who is
responsible for determining and implementing the responsive action. In sexual misconduct cases,
the responsible authority is the Dean, Vice Chancellor, or Vice President. In discrimination cases,
the responsible authority is the Dean, Vice Chancellor, Vice President or other supervisory
employee.
Purposes of EOAA’s recommendations for responsive action
•

Hold the respondent accountable in a way that communicates the seriousness of their
conduct.

•

Prevent further misconduct from occurring.

•

Address the harm caused to the complainant and community.

•

Foster an organizational climate where community members perceive that discrimination
and sexual misconduct is not tolerated, that reports of this conduct will be taken seriously,
and that retaliation for reporting this conduct is unlikely to occur.1

Principles underlying EOAA’s recommendations for responsive action
Effectiveness: The responsive action is effective in communicating the seriousness of the
misconduct, preventing its recurrence and, to the extent possible, addressing the harm
caused to the impacted party and University community.
Proportionality: The responsive action is proportional to the severity of the misconduct.
Discrimination and sexual misconduct policy violations range in severity from verbal
harassment to nonconsensual sexual touching and quid pro quo harassment. More severe
policy violations warrant more serious responsive action.

1

Research has shown that organizational climate is the greatest predictor of whether harassment will occur. See
Frazier F. Benya, Sheila E. Widnall, Paula A. Johnson, National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, Medicine, &
Policy Global Affairs. (2018). Sexual harassment of Women: Climate, Culture, and Consequences in Academic
Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. National Academies Press.; Feldblum, C. & Lipnic, V. (June, 2016). EEOC
Select Task Force on the Study of Harassment in the Workplace: Report of the Co-Chairs.

1
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Consistency: The responsive action is consistent across University units and job
classifications to the extent possible, while also allowing for differences based on
compelling justifications that are present in individual cases.
Types of EOAA recommendations for responsive action
When an employee has been found to have engaged in sexual misconduct or discrimination, EOAA
often recommends disciplinary, rehabilitative, restorative and/or monitoring measures.
I.

Disciplinary measures

As appropriate, EOAA recommends disciplinary measures for individuals who have engaged in
sexual misconduct or discrimination. Disciplinary measures are designed to hold the respondent
accountable, communicate the seriousness of the misconduct, and prevent its recurrence.
Disciplinary measures can also serve to foster an organizational climate where community
members perceive that sexual misconduct and discrimination are not tolerated and that reports of
such misconduct will be taken seriously.
Disciplinary measures can include a letter of discipline, an unpaid suspension, a reduction in pay,
removal of a title, and termination from employment, among other possibilities. The severity of
the disciplinary measure is intended to be proportional to the severity of the misconduct, its impact,
and its potential for recurrence2. The following circumstances generally warrant more serious
disciplinary action:
•

The conduct is especially severe. For example, the conduct:
o involves unwelcome touching;
o threatens physical safety;
o disrupts the educational, research, or service mission of the University;
o is directed at a specific person, particularly if that person is a subordinate or
otherwise has less relative power;
o includes an implicit or explicit threat that a person will suffer academic,
professional or social consequences if the person does not accept or participate in
the unwelcome conduct; and/or
o is likely to, or done with an intent to, cause harm, humiliation or intimidation.

•

The conduct is especially persistent or pervasive. For example, the respondent continued
to engage in discrimination or sexual misconduct despite prior expressions from the
complainant that the conduct was unwelcome.

2

While EOAA aims for consistency across its recommendations for responsive action, EOAA does not rely on
sanctioning standards that require specific sanctions for certain types of conduct. Such standards do not allow for
the necessary consideration of the severity of the particular conduct at issue and, as a result, are likely to result in
responsive action that is too lenient or severe for the particular conduct at issue. Such sanctioning standards are also
likely to discourage some reporting, as some complainants are primarily motivated by their desire to stop the
misconduct and may be reluctant to report if they believe that the respondent will receive what they perceive to be
an overly severe sanction.

2
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•

The evidence indicates that the respondent may repeat the misconduct3. For example, the
respondent:
o has a prior history of related misconduct;
o persisted in the misconduct despite prior warnings or coaching from others; and/or
o refused to accept responsibility for their conduct.

•

The complainant or community experienced an especially negative impact as a result of
the misconduct.

Though not to be interpreted as formal sanctioning guidelines, we offer the following illustrative
examples of the types of disciplinary action that EOAA may recommend in certain situations
where an employee is found to have violated University policies prohibiting discrimination or
sexual misconduct. The disciplinary action recommended by EOAA in any particular case is highly
fact-dependent. In all of the below-described examples, similar, but not identical, facts could lead
to different recommendations. Mitigating factors present in a given case could also impact
EOAA’s recommendations on discipline in these examples.4 In all of these examples, EOAA
would also likely recommend rehabilitative, restorative, and/or monitoring measures.
Examples of factual findings likely to warrant termination from employment. Findings of sexual
assault. Findings of a pattern of egregious and unwelcome touching and/or comments of a sexual
nature that is targeted at one or more individuals. Findings of a pattern of egregious and unwelcome
comments based on a protected characteristic5 that is targeted at one or more individuals. Findings
of graphic, explicit, or lewd unwelcome conduct, such as sending or requesting nude photos, and/or
making lewd sexual comments or gestures directed at individuals. Findings that a respondent
targeted a particular individual or group of individuals with a racial orother identity-based slur.
Findings of quid pro quo harassment, in which a person in a position of power conditions an
academic or employment benefit on a subordinate engaging in or submittingto conduct that is
based on a protected characteristic. Findings that a respondent intentionally made an academic or
employment-related decision based on a protected characteristic that negatively impacted an
individual’s employment or academic standing. Findings that a respondent engaged in
discriminatory or harassing conduct after being disciplined for engaging in similar misconduct in
the past, or in which there is other evidence that the employee cannot be rehabilitated.
Some cases with the above-described findings, but involving mitigating factors or less severe
misconduct, may warrant a recommendation for lesser discipline. In all above-described
examples, a recommendation for termination from employment is particularly likely when a
respondent occupies a position of power relative to the complainant.
Examples of factual findings likely to warrant serious disciplinary action (e.g, a significant
suspension from employment and other measures such as removal of title, pay reduction,
inability to be considered for promotion for a defined time period, etc.). Findings that a
3

In contrast, conduct that happened a long time ago, and has not since recurred, may warrant less severe discipline.

4
For example, conduct that occurred a long time ago, and has not recurred, as well as conduct that is themanifestation of
a disability may, in certain circumstances, warrant lesser discipline.
5

Protected characteristics include: race, color, creed, religion, national origin, gender, age, marital status, familial status,
disability, public assistance status, membership or activity in a local commission created for the purpose ofdealing with
discrimination, veteran status, sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender expression.

3
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respondent in a position of power made an unwelcome romantic or sexual overture toward a
subordinate and crossed other personal-professional boundaries. Findings of implicit quid pro quo
harassment, in which a complainant reasonably feared that an academic or employment benefit
would be conditioned on their engaging in or submitting to conduct that is sexual or otherwise
based on a protected characteristic. Findings that a respondent engaged in a pattern of unwelcome
and offensive comments that were targeted at an individual or group of individuals because of a
protected characteristic. Findings that a respondent engaged in lower-level discriminatory or
harassing conduct after being disciplined or coached for engaging in similar misconduct in the
past.
Cases with these findings may alternately warrant a recommendation for termination from
employment or lesser discipline, depending on the severity and context of the misconduct.
Examples of factual findings likely to warrant moderate disciplinary action (e.g., a letter of
discipline, a suspension from employment, etc.). Findings that a respondent made one or more
unwelcome and offensive comments related to a protected characteristic that were not targeted at
an individual or a group of individuals. Findings that a respondent made multiple unwelcome
sexual or romantic overtures toward a colleague, over whom they do not have positional power.
Cases with these findings may alternately warrant greater or lesser discipline, depending on the
severity and context of the misconduct.
Examples of factual findings likely to warrant rehabilitative, restorative and/or monitoring
measures, but not disciplinary action. Findings that a respondent made a good faith effort to make
reasonable accommodations for disability, religion, pregnancy, or breastfeeding but ultimately
failed to do so because of a lack of understanding of complex legal and policy requirements.
Findings that several individuals engaged in offensive behavior based on a protectedcharacteristic
that did not rise to the level of a policy violation for any individual respondent but, when taken
together, created a harmful work environment for the complainant.
II.

Rehabilitative measures

As appropriate, EOAA recommends rehabilitative measures for individuals who have engaged in
sexual misconduct or discrimination. Rehabilitative measures are primarily designed to prevent
those individuals from engaging in further misconduct. Rehabilitative measures can also have the
additional benefit of fostering an organizational climate where community members perceive that
sexual harassment and discrimination is not tolerated, and that reports of such behaviorwill
be taken seriously.

4
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Rehabilitative measures aim to help respondents learn foundational information about University
policy, expectations and values, and develop the skills and self-awareness that they need to act
accordingly. Ideally, such measures will follow research-based practices for effectiveness,
including being delivered in-person, longer in duration, and repeated. Depending on the severity
of the conduct at issue, as well as other contextual factors, EOAA may recommend the following
rehabilitative measures:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

a written letter of expectations for the respondent’s future behavior and professional
development;
training about relevant University’s policies and procedures;
training about basic equity and diversity topics;
one-on-one coaching to promote self-reflection and behavior change;
development of a professional development plan to promote learning, self-reflection, and
behavior change;
a formalized plan for peer mentorship and peer support for the respondent’s continued
learning and growth; and/or
changes to a respondent’s work duties or locations until the respondent has completed
rehabilitation measures and demonstrated their capacity to resume work in a professional
and acceptable manner.

In some cases, EOAA may recommend that preventative measures be implemented until the
respondent can demonstrate that they have gained the skills and understanding necessary to meet
University conduct expectations. For example, EOAA may recommend that a faculty member
respondent be restricted from advising graduate students, supervising graduate assistants or postdocs, teaching, or submitting new research grants for a certain period of time.
III.

Restorative measures

As appropriate, EOAA recommends restorative measures. Restorative measures are designed to
address the harm caused to the complainant or community by the misconduct. Restorative
measures related to the complainant may include recommendations that a unit or department
leader: develop a plan to check in with the complainant, provide information about resources to
the complainant, and implement employment or academic modifications or other supportive
measures to allow the complainant to continue to make progress toward their employment or
academic goals.
Restorative measures to address harm done to the community may include recommendations that
a unit leader develop a plan to communicate about the case and the unit’s responsive action to
some or all community members;6 remind community members about the unit’s behavioral
expectations; and/or provide them with reporting and support resources. EOAA may also
recommend townhall meetings, restorative justice practices or facilitated dialogues where
appropriate to address harm and promote healing.
IV.

Monitoring measures

6

Communications about discrimination or sexual misconduct matters must follow applicable privacy laws. TheOffice
of the General Counsel can advise on the application of these laws.

5
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As appropriate, EOAA recommends some or all of the following monitoring measures:
• monitoring of the respondent’s conduct to ensure that misconduct is not recurring;7
• monitoring of the effectiveness of the support and accommodations provided to the parties;
• monitoring to ensure the respondent’s completion of any disciplinary or rehabilitative
measures that have been imposed;
• monitoring to ensure that retaliation is not occurring; and/or
• monitoring of the climate and culture of the community to ensure that community members
perceive that sexual misconduct, discrimination, and retaliation will not be tolerated.
These monitoring measures are designed to ensure that the implemented disciplinary, rehabilitative
and restorative measures are effective in: 1) holding the respondent accountable, 2) preventing
further misconduct from occurring, 3) addressing the harm caused by the misconduct, and 4)
fostering an organizational climate where community members perceive that harassment is not
tolerated, that reports of harassment will be taken seriously, and that retaliation for reporting
harassment is unlikely to occur.

7
Depending on the facts of the individual case, these monitoring measures may include reviewing course evaluations in
the case of a faculty member respondent, conducting a 360 review of the respondent, checking in withindividuals who
work closely with the respondent at designated intervals, providing individuals who work closely with the respondent
with resources for reporting concerns anonymously, conducting exit interviews for departing individuals who worked
closely with the respondent, designating an authority to increase their physical presence in the respondent’s work area,
requiring a respondent to hold meetings with their door open, etc.

6

